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Dear 3ire

%t of Cass County,
smounting te $54,000,00
of Cans County, Texas, and
atrioct Xo. l=i of Cass
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STy authorisation i espent to the issuan
og.:‘:ngn.i s of & comt; or ugl.u!. vigion of Cnis
) in the form o na ufpgm,mmmmrto
issue bends has besn confyrred 1% must de exsroised in the
manner prescribed by the law, Robertson v, Breesdlove, 61 Tex.
glg; I(.;;?t;ga Ve Iopes, 217 8, W, 3783 Adams v, McGill, 148
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Honorable I. E, Lanier, page #8

We f£ind no provision in the Constitution or the
gStatutes of Texas authorising the issuance of bonda by a
Comnlssionsre! Cowrt against one road distriot and levying
& tax against anothar roed distrist in payment of sald bonds.

The bonds mentioned in your opinion request must de
issusd under and in atrict conformity with Secticn 58, Article
8, of the Constitution of the State of Texas, and laws enasted
pursuant thereto, particularly Articles 78Ra, 762, 7524, ot
20¢es Artiocle n&a provides, part, as fo 81

"Where politiocal subdivision, or road
distrist, 4es to issus bonds, there be
promtu'l to the Comauissioners? Bourt of the
in whioch such subdivision or distriot is situa e
petition by fifty or & majority of the -
dent prope taxpaying voters of ssid subdivigion
or road district praying sush cowrt to order an elee~
tion to deternmine whether or not the bonds of such
subdivision or district shall be isawed to an smount
stated for the purpose of the sonstrustion, mainte-
nance and operation of macadmuined, zraveled or paved
roads and turnpilbes, or in aid thereof, and whe _

Baid articls also spesifically provides that all preslection
proossdings shall deseridbe the road district by its mmber,
desaribes the bhoundaries thereof as such boundaries are de-
soribed and dsfined in the order of the Commissioners'! Court
establishing sald distriet,

A careful reading of the statutas asuthorizing toe
issuance of road distriot bonds clearly reveals that the prope
osition to be voted on is whethar or not a tax ahall be levied
against the taxabls property of the distriet isauing ths bonds,

Ths souprts of this State have also held that even
thouzh the administration of the different road distriet funds
is in the hands of ths county ocomxiassiocners, they

not
- divert funds from dis triet purposes., The funds or.:t’u distrist
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Honorsble Is E. Innioi'.'_mt 3

are not transferadbls to the aredit of anocther district
within the county. £1 Tex,. mu.g Ego 6663 Austin BErothe

ars Bridge Compeany v, Road Diatric

of Liberty uomty »
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228 s, W, 708 (Error Refused

In view of the foregoing you are respectfully ade

vised that 1t iz the opinion of this depertment that the Com-
missioners! Court of Cass County osmnot issue bonds against
Road District No, 1 and levy a against Road Distrist :
Hoe 1wk in payment of said bonda,
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Very truly yours
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